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ABSTRACT

In an attempt to further analyse the status
backgrounds of participants in the student movement by utilizing the
concept socioeconomic-ethnic status inconsistency as it is used in
the studies of voting behavior, it was discovered that the more
actively mobilized students were recru: ted from low ascribed/high
achieved status backgrounds while the more passive or politically
apathetic students were recruited from exactly the opposite--the high
ascribed/low achieved status backgrounds. This dispels the assertion
of recent studies that due to the rapid growth and expansion of the
student movement that the student's status background is no longer an
adequate indicator of movement participation. (Author)
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The student movementl has attracted quite a lot of sociological
and psychological interpretations within the last decade, Next to the
civil rights movement it is one of the few that has been carefully analysed
throughout its growth, Research into the student movement took the form
of behavioral and empirical studies purporting reasons as to ety students
were reacting to society in such a marner, These studies developed and
empirically supported a variety of hwootheses each one of them claiming
to be of significance in analyzing this phenomenon. Until recently
one of the more popular predictors of‘participation in the movement was
the social or status backgrounds of its participants. Typically they were
characterized as "the sons and daughters of high income families, in
which both parents have at least four years of college and tend to te
cmployed in occupations for which advonced educational attaimment is a
primary requisite.” (Flacks, 1970: 137) However, basing their assumption
on the rapid growth and expansion of the movement, recently several studies
have concluded that the student's status background is no longer an
adequate indicator of movement participation, (Dunlap, 1970; Kahn and
Bowers, 1970; Eby, 1971; rviankoff and Flacks, 1971; and Tygart and Holt,
1971) Basically these studies showed in bivariate analyses thatrstatus
background was not statistically correlated to movement participation

or activist tendencies, In fact, no appreciable type of status background

could be discerned., All of this pointing to the apparent truth of




the statement that:

"As the movement spreads, becomes more visible and
increasingly focuses on issues affecting the immediate
self-interests of students, we can expect that a much
wider variety of students will be drawn to it, and that
family backqground and tradition will become a less and
less powerful predictor of who is an activist.”

(Derber and Flacks, 1967: 72)

Even more recently, Lipset (1971: 83) concluded that the status background
of participants in the student movement will have significantly weakened
because recruits are drawn more and more from the less well-to-do, the less
politicized and the more diverse religious family backgrounds.

But is this really the case? There can be no doubt as to the
growth of the student movement as evidenced in the results of a study
conducted by Kruschke (1971: 6-7). Between 1366 and 1970 there was a
marked increase in the number of students reporting participation in
activities expressing disapproval of govermmental policies. For cxample
in 1965, 47.5% of the students had signed a petition of one sort or
another while ia 1970 it huad increased to 69.7%. In 1966, 26,5% had
attended a protest meeting but in 1970 this had almost doubled to 51,2,

This increase was even evident in acts of violence and civil disobedience.

In 1966 only half a percent had indicated participation in a violent

2
demonstration but in 1970 this had ricen to three times that amount (1.5%).

Yet, does this apparent grcwth in the student movement rule out
the possibility that the student's status background is still an adequatec
indicator of movement participation? Could it not be pnossible that there

are certain status ty»des or configurations that are being systematically




recruited or drawvm into the movenent though not in formal organizational
ways? It is the purpose of this ramer to attemnt to answer these questions
by applying the assumntions used 1. the studies of voting behavior. In
using the concent socioeccnomic~eth:ric status inconsistency, it will be
shown that there definitely is a rel: tionshin between the status background

- of student particinants and their lew«1l of mobilization within the movement,

SOCIOECONCH IC-ETHNIC STATUS INCONSISTENCY
ITS RCOLE IN DETERMINING POL TICAL PARTICIPATION

The role of status inconsisteny in voting behavior studies
has developed only within the last fiftecn years,3 but in that time it
has become one of the most widely used inlicators of voting preference and
political particination, Defined, status inconsistency is the degree
to which an individual's rank positions on impcrtant societal status hier-
archies are at a comparable level., When a person holds high rank on cne
status dimension and low rank on another, tue expectations mobilized
by the rank positions will oiten be in conf. ict, (Jackson, 1962: 469-470)

The first real empirical evidence sf the effect of status
inconsistency came with Gerhard Lenski's now classical study "Status
Crystallization: A MNon-Vertical Dimension of Social Status" (1954: 405)
where he hyoothesized:

" « o individuals charactorized by a low degree of

status crystaliization differ significantly in their

political attitudas and behavior froi individuals

charactcerized by a high degree of st: tus crystallization

vhen status differences in the verticzl dimensions are
controlled,”




Since then, status inconsistency has been utilized in attemnts to
account for natterns of participation in voluntary associations (Lenski,
1956); variance in asychoscmatic symptoa levels (Jackson, 1962); choices
of religious styles (Demarath, 1955); and sucide rates (Gibbs and ifartin,
1958) among other nhenomenon. (Treiman, 1935: 551)

In its earlier beginnings, status inconsistency was faced
with many problems., There wexe contradictory findings and usually
replication of stujies did not include the saue set of variables.
Cons»quently, any significant findings were lost in the ensuing contro-~
versy over the measurement of status inconsistency., However, with the
realizatioa of the importance of ethnicity in relatién to political marty
pref:-ence (Branimeyer, 19565; Kelly and Chambliss, 1956; Lenski, 1954,
1967; riitchell, 1954; and Treiman, 1966) a new dimension was added to
these studies. It was found that certain typ2s of status relationships,
alvays including soue ue2snre of race, religion or ethnicity, predisposed
individuals towards cither the Democratic or Republican party. (Broon
and Jones, 1370; Laumanu and Segal, 1371; Segal, 1969, 1370; Segal and
Xnoke, 1953, 1262, 1971; Olsen and Tully, 1970, 1971; Jackson, 19562; and
Smith, 1959) In other woxrds -~ ~ =~

"o o o members of minority religious and ethnic groups

and persons of lov occupational, financial or educational
status, tend to support the Democratic party, while members
of the Protestant churchee, and nersons of high status,
generally tend to suoport the Renublican narty."

(S5egal, 1969: 352)

Thus, inconsistency between an achieved and an ascribed status was nore

iikely to lead to Deaocratic party preference than was inconsistency



between two achievel statuses or two ascripei: statuses.4 (Segal an-
“noke, 1953: 154)

viore recently, Olsen and Tully (1370, 1971) have isolated these
tvo tyves of status inconsistents - the high ascribed/low achieved and the
low ascribed/high achieved individuals - as having the strongest ceter-
mining effect on nolitical behavior. These two types of individuals nou
are providing the basis for further research into their correlates tith
voting behavior, anZ it could conceivably be possible that either of
these two types of status inconsistents might be found participating
in the student movement,

The High Ascribed/Low Achieved Status Inconsistent

This indiviiual'’s achieved ran:s (occupation, education, ani
inccee) are inferior to his ascribed ranks (ethnicity, race and religionmj,
and more often tkan not he usually views his situation as personal
failure, Unlike his counterpart he cannot rationalize his position in
terms of ascribed handicaps, therefore his difficulties stimulate feelings
of personal deficiencies and self-blame. (Jackson, 1962: 477) He
usually seceks fersonal means of altering this situation ecither by taking
mcre educational courses or technical skills to acquire a better occupaticn
and thereby increasing his achieved status.,

Tois tyoe of individual usually has an extremely low tolerance
to protest actions as a means of social change, 1In fact these individuals

usually withdraw from the political arena. (Segal, 1969; Segal and

Knoke, 1959; and Olsen and Tully, 1970: 23) As Olsen an3 Tully (1970: 20}




explain - - -

"o o o« as long as this forn of low status is seen
by aany seonle as onpen to change tarough indivijual social
aodility, this belief will blunt .ost sressures for
broa-“~scale structural change tirough political action.”

The Low Ascribei/High Achieved Status Inconsistent

dowever, there is quite a <ifferent situation existing rith
this indivi’‘uval., In this case his ascribed statuses are inferior to his
achieved statuses. Ee has risen usually just as high as social iobility
will allow hiu, and he personally regaris hiaself as a success since he
has won or raintained this nosition despite the handicaps of low
racial-ethnic status, If he exneriences stress due to conflicting status
exmectations, then he is less likely to blamc hiiuself than to see his
problem as ste.izing from the unjust actions of others. He is therefore,
likely to exoress this politically hence the strung inclimation to
favor social change., (Jackson, 1232: 477)

The High Ascribed/High Achieved and Low Ascribed/Low Achieved Status Consisten-

These individuals are considered to be status consistent because
their achieved statuses are in aligment with their ascribed statuses.
There is n; anparent discrepancy felt by tihe individual, consequently
in his political behavior the influences of status, class and ethnic
consi jerations are usually subvertecd by the others eg. issues, candidate
appeal, nolitical oerceptions, etc.

In support of these two profiles Olsen and Tully's (1270: 23)

findings show that 51% of the low ascribed/high achieved inconsistents

favored social nrotest actions as opposed to only 29% of the high ascribed/




low achieved inconsistents. The other two consistent categories (high/high
and low/low) had relatively average scores on this variable,

As previously mentioned it could be suggested that these same
trends might be found within the student movement. As earlier noted,
studies on the status backgrounds of student activism were usually not
consistent in their findinas. As is the case with these more recent
studies (Dunlap, 1970; Kahn and Bowers, 1270, Eby, 1971; Hankoff and Flacks,
1971; and Tygart aand Holt, 1971) a measure of ascribed status (with the
exception of iiankoff and Flacks, 1971 and Eby, 1971) was not used in the
analyses. This could have accounted for the negative results, Furthermore,
the inadequacies of simple bivariate analyses have been demonstrated in
voting studies. One needs to view the interactive effects of these status
relationships, hence a multidimensional approach or multivariate analysis
should be employed. (Jackson, 1962; Olsen and Tully, 1970; Eby, 1971;
and tiitchell, 1964) This has y2t to te done in any study of the status
backgrounds of participants in the student movement.

Two of these recent studies, however, sezm suggestive towards
this type of research. The Mankoff and Flack's (1971: 59) study included
a measure of ascribed status - religion - though they did not include this
in their analysis.5 In one of their tables it can be seen that 65,4%
of their veteran cadre (students who have been actively engaged in protest
actions for three or more years) originated in families of Jewish or

non-religious backgrounds, while only 39.4% of the non-veteran cadre

(those engaged in protest activities less than three years) and 18,%




of their cross-sectional sample belonged to this type of rellgious background.
With regards to educational attaimment of the father (the only achieved
status used) the veteran cadre had 65.1% whose fathers had achieved a

high level of attaimment while 54.2% of the non-veteran cadre and 42.5%

of the cross-sectional sample had fathers at this level. These results
certainly seem to show that a large proportion of their veteran cadre
(student activists") are recruited from homes with status backgrounds
falling into the low ascribed/high achieved status category.

Finally, in a study conducted by this author (Eby, 1971: 8-12)
last year, it was noted that hyperactive students (those students having
high levels of mobilization - participation in civil disobedience, ectc.)
had fathers who came predominantly from Eastern and Southern Europe {54%);
who had obtained a B.A. or higher (53%); earned over $20,000 (39%); and
whose occupation was in the medium and major range of professional (64%).
However, the passive students (thcse who had signed petitions, written
letters, etc.) had fathers who came from Anglo-Saxon and Northern European
decendents (82%); had a high school diploma or less (47%); earned unde=z
$20,000 (89%); and whose occupations ranged from clerical to skilled, semi-
skilled and unskilled workers. This, too, seems to suggest that the more
actively mobilized students are recruited from low ascribed/high achieved
backgrounds, and conversely passive students or the more politically
apathetic ones are recruited from high ascribed/low achieved status
tackgrounds,

In light of these studies, it seems quite plausible that these

two types of status relationships will manifest themselves in the student




movement. However, first of all three assumptions which Olsen and Tully

(1971: 6-8) have suggested must be put forth, These are social-psychological

conditions which must intervene between the inconsistent and his political
behavior: 1) The individual must perceive himself as holding two or more
sharply discrepant statuses; 2) the individual occupying perceived
inconsistent statuses must want to alter the situation in some way so
as to escape from this inconsistency; and 3) the indiv‘dual seeking to
escape from perceived stztus inconsistency must see broad-scale social/
political change as the only or best means of achieving this goal (or
on the otherhaind see in himself the ability to alter this situation),
Ther2fore, based on these assumptions and using the Olsen and Tully (1970,
1971) typology in terms of students' behavior or participation in the
student movement. it is hypothesized that: (See Figure 1I)
H1 The more actively mobil%zed s?udents_will be
drawn from the low ascribed/high achieved status
backgrounds; while conversely
H The more passive or politically apathetic
students will be drawn from the high ascribed/
low achieved status backgrounds; and finally
H The status consistent (high/high and low/low)

individuals will tend to be found within all
levels of mobilization in the student movement.

METHODOLOGY

As already described the status inconsistency model used in

this analysis is one developed by Olsen and Tully (1970, 1971), however,




there is a slight modification. The Olsen and Tully model virtually
divides the population into four distinct categories: high ascribed/
high achieved; high ascribed/low achieved; low ascribed/high achieved;
and low ascribed/low achieved individuals with the high/high and low/low
categories being the status consistent individuals and the high/low and
low/high categories the status inconsistent individuals. These four types
of individuals are the resvlt of a series of progressive two by two tables
comparing an ascribed with an achieved status. However, this is where the
modification appears in their model. Olsen and Tully only produce one such
table comparing the combined ascribed statuses (a combination of race,
nationality, religion and ethnic identification) with the combined achieved
statuses (income, occupation and education), Instead of following this
procedure, it will be far more fruitful to examine the individual combinations
of statuses, thercfore, reducing the risk of losing viable relationships
through gencralizations. For the purpose of this study, these inconsistent/
consistent categories were arranged on a continuum with the consistent
individuals at the midpoint and the two inconsistent individuals at
either ends.

The data utilized in this analysis were derived from this
author's previous study (Eby, 1971), The sample base co:..sisted of 166
students from a large, eastern state university who were administered a
6-page questionnaire during selected class periods in September 1971 soon

after the major campus disruptions of the previous Spring semester. This

was not a random sample,
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Five status variables were used in the analysis - income, education
and occupation (the achieved statuses) and ethnicity and religion (the
ascribed statuses)., Income was based on the ‘e. s family income back-
ground, eg. the salary and wages (a regular income paid for services on
a monthly or similar basis; also including commission) that are contributed
to the family group by those members eligible to work - - in most cases
this will be the father or mother or both. This was then dichotomized
into high ($15,000 upward) and low (under $15,000).

Occupation was based on Edwards 7-point occupational prestige
scale; and education, on Hollingshead's 7-point educational scale. 1In
both cases, the achicvément level of the studernt’s father was ranked on
these two scales. (Bonjean and Hill, 1967) Then, tt_se too were
dichotomized into hich (occupations ranging in the high, medium or low
executive categories and having at least som> college, a college degree
or higher) and low (occupations ranging ir the clerical, skilled, semi-
skilled or unskilled categories and having a high school diploma or less
than twelve years of education).

Ethnicity was based on the father's ethnic background.6 In
this instance ethnicity refers to groups bound together by similar historic
evolution, social organization and migration to the United States.
(Braungart, 1970: 6) Students were ranked based on their father's ethnic
origin on a continuum ranging from high to low ethnic status with the
original "founding fathers" (Anglo-Saxon, Northern Europeans, etc.) having

high status to ''immigrants'' (Eastern Europeans, Southern Europeans, etc,)



: vcresent day ‘rrinority grouns' (Blaclis, Asians, i.exican-Auericans, etc.,

having low status,

Finally, religion was based on the for..al religious affiliation
of the parents. It was classified into two status categories - hign
(?rotestant an:. Catholic) and low (Jewish, other religions, and those stating
that they vere not affiliated with a religious organization) based on
majority-ninority ne..bershins and institutional douinance. (Braungart, 1370: §,

In order to obtain a uecasure of the level of students' »rotest
activity, stu’ents wecre assigned a score for their mobilization »notential.
Operationally, this scale was devised through a series of questions ta>ping
their actual and ootential mobilization given situations of campus unrest.
The scale was based on six categories or levels of ..obilization ranging
fron letter-writing and petition signing to riot and rebellion. These

categories were scaled as follows:

Tyve 1 - letter-writing, netition signing
Tyse II - picketing, boycotting

Tyce III - protact maxzring

Type IV - strike, walk-out

Tyve V - c¢ivil disobedience

Tyne VI « riot, rebellion

Students were assigned scores according to the highest positive response

on these series of questions, The scores were then collansed into the

following threefsld classirication:




2assive 1 obilization - Tyoes I & II (il=47)

Active ..obilization - Tyoes III & IV (N=32)

nyneractive i.obilization - Tyjes V & VI (N=57)
In all cases, the stulents achieved at least Tvo>e I level mobilization.
This scale, too, was then arranged on a esntinuua based on the decree of
mobilization with Hyseractive and Passive at the extreues and Active at

the nidpoint,

FINDINGS

The leuogranshic characteristics of the sauple were as follows:
sex - approxiuately of equal nronortion (i:ales 47% and fewales 53.) vith
females being slightly more represented; age - at least three-fourths of
the sanple were over 20 (75%); class - over half the sample were juniors
(5%v) the others being equally distributed between sophnores ani seniors;
and G?A (Grade Point Average) 93% of the sauple had B's (47%) and C's (453),

e other 7% had A's,

In exrarining the traditional bivariate method (See Tables 1-5)
very weak relationships are shown. Thus, >ointing to the apparent truti
of Lipset's (1271: C3) stateaent that Jue to the growth of the student
novement, the original relationshin between the student's status background
and his :ovei'ent varticipation will have wealiene.! considerably,

However, vien this relationshin is shown in terms of a ..ulti-

variate analysis (in this instance using three variables - an ascribed
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status versus an achieved status versus the level of nobilization) an entirely
new dinension is added. As can be seen (Cee Tables 6-11) the relationshins
almost Joutlei, For example, when comparing ethnicity versus occucation,
(Table 5) nearly half of the low ascribec/high achieved cell were hyper-
active students (43%)) while again in the high ascribed/low achieved cell

475 of that sai'>le fell into the passive category thus conforuing to the
hyootheses, As well, the consistent cells also confirued the sugcestec
hymrthesis, There was anproximately 30-3%55 in each of the mobilization
categories, thus indicating that prcbably other factors other than the
student's status backgrouni viere involves in ti:e mobilization of these
students., In all cases (with the exceotion of income and this nrobably

was due to a methoiological inadequacy of .easurement or reoorting),

utilizing this tynology of status tyves there is a 40-45% chance (varying
slightly between the cdifferent variables) of »redlicting the student's

level of mobilization in situations of ca.:ous unrest, These are the

highest relationshiss thus far for any of tlie studies on student sarticination

and status backgroun’,

DISCUSSIOL!

Thus, the cdata confirmed the suggestec hyjotheses, The .ore
actively wmobilized students were drawn froa the low ascribed/high achieved
status backorounds, and conversely the uore nassive or politically

apathetic students were drawn from the hig!. ascribed/lou achieve: status

backgrounis,
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These results almost parallel the results of the Olsen and
Tully (1970) stu-<y and point to the significance of socioecononic-ethnic
status inconsistency as a strong nredictor of .obilization notential in
the student i:ovenent. :ilence, these recent stucdies are inaccurate in their
asswiption that with the emnanding grouth of the student wovement the
role of status bac’:grounl has been greatly dJdii:inished if not removed.,

Tating a look at these high ascribed/low achieved students it can
be seen why they Jo ajont such a passive or non-existent role in caunus
unrest, These stulents are using highexr eZucation as a means of u»var?
mobility. It is highly unlikely that tlhey vrould jeopariize their onportunity
for ailvanceuent by taking such risks as arrest or exnulsion by narticionating
in events of osmnus unrest. As Jackson (19862: 477) pointed out these
individuals regarz their deficicncy in nersonal terms and do not see social
change as a neans of alleviating them. 'ith their low degree of tolerance
for protest actions, it is not surnricing that these students do not »artici-
pate or if they dJo it is by legitinate and sanctioned means,

Looking at these high ascribe:c/low achieved nassive students in
texrms of the data, it can be seen that 435 are over 21; and 62%
have an A = B avcragce In terns of politics and 4te salicney, 42%
said that they considered politics imosortant while 245 considered it
uninportant while 33 of their parents considered nolitics unim»ortant,

This just quantifies the above description of the nassive stulent.
Esnecially uith the high grades, the nassive student seeas to snend his tiue

and engery in atteunting to better his nosition and not the social ills of

society.
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On the other hand the low ascrived/hich achieved student >roviies
a rather interesting case., e is not using hicher education as a .eans
of ubwar ! i obility for his narents are usually quite wealthy, well-e. ucated
and in the higher occupational positions. Flacks (1957a; 1237b: 53) sees
these students (though here he was talking about the typical student activist,
however, the descristion scems quite true oif the low/high inconsistent as well
as couing fron - - =

"o o o fanilies instituting an upper-uiddle class

hw.anistic subculture. Although these families occupy

nrivileged nositions in society, they differ from others

in their strata and society as a whole, by their lack of

cauitient to traditional Awerican values, Instead of

being Jjecicatel to occunational achievements with the

conseqnant Gemand for rationality and self-control, they

are iubued rith a streng humanistic value orientation,"

This value orientation manifests itself in a sincere concern
for the welfare an. social conditions of others, rather than in the more
pragmatic concerns for self-education and iunrovcment as characterize:
in the passive students, The fauily baclkgroand of these low/high inconsistent
students provides an excellent resource ! tihrough a<vanced e ucation anZ a
'libertarian huanistic' family outlook) for the "social concern' serspective
of these hyperactive students, This further enhances the assuaption of
Jackson (1952: 477) that these low/high inconsistent individuals favor
strong nolitical actions as a means of social change thereby brincing about
a radical change in the values of others towar s theu,

Again loo:ing at these low ascribed/high achieved hyneractive

students in ter.:s of the data it can be seen that 655 are under 21; 450

have B's while 555 have a C average; 42% consider themselves radicals;




55 often discuss politics with their friends and at houe; 33 have
attended lectures or weetings on nolitical issues; 20% state that thev would
continue to jarticijrate in lemonstrations; 52, consider nolitics very
inportant while another 42% consider it iunortant. For their narents the
corresnonding cercentages are 2% (very iunortant) and 53% (iaportant),
Also 51% of these stu ‘ents are Jewish which voints to a well-suggestesl
but little docunented fact that it is in effect the affluent Jewish student
who is in the forefront of the stulent uoveent.

To date there are nractically no emoirical studies specifically
on the Jewish stuZent and his role in ca.)us unrest, In a study conzucted
in October 1371 (Dxzew, 1971: 47) of a natiomri’e sauple of Jewish collece
freshmen, it was found that Jewish students tended to tale a more nrogressive
view than Jid other students from other religious backgrounds, :lowever,
this study failed to g2t at this question, though, of the Jewish stulent's
role in cai.~us unrest,

r.ary anz enneth Gergen (1971: 70) also in a natiomvi ‘e sauple of
5000 found that the demonstrators during tiue Canbodian invasion were lisnro-
nortionately Jewish or of no church affiliation; and the hLarris Survey
(vay 1970) found that 20% of the Jewish stucdents at schools with demonstratior
protested as comparel to 715, Protestants and 32, Catholics., These

findings definitely suggest an urgent need to further study this shenomenon

of the Jewish student and his xole in ca.:»us unrest,
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CONCLVUS 1017

In conclusion, it should be pointed out that this study can
only be viewvei as a case study, The findings really only unique to one
particular large ecastern state university. Sovever, the findings are
extremely suggestive ang should not be ignored just on the basis of the
sampling distribution. There is an indication of a modular pattern
that hitherto seens to have been ignorecd in studlies of the status
backgrounds of narticijants in the stu-ent uoveuent., Now vhat is nee led is
a randonized, multi-university study of students to deter .ine the strength

of socioeconauic-etimic status inconsistency as a sredictor of .ovement

participation in situations of canpus unrest,




Figure I

MODEL COF STATUS RELATIONSHIPS VERSUS
STUDENIS! POTENTJAL FOR MOBILIZATION

S%atus I (Achieved)

High Lov
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Passive
High Among All Tyves

Students
Of Mobilization

Status II (Ascribed)

Even Distribution

Hyneractive
Lovw - Anong All Tynes
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VERCUS STUDENT'S POTENTIAL FOR MO3ILIZATIOM

Family Income

Under $5,000

$5,000 - 7,500

$7,500 - 10,000

$10,000 - 15,000

$15,000 - 20,000

$20,000 - 35,000
$35,000 - 50,000+
X2 = 17,44

gamma = ,107

Table 1

BIVARIATE AMALYSIS OF IHCOWME

Potential for iiobilization

Passive Active Hyneractive
Students Stuadents Students
0,0 ( 0) 1.% (1) 1.3 ( 1)
0.0% ( 0) 1.% (1) 5.% ( 3)
19,15 ( 9) 15.1% (10) 124,00 ( 3)
31.% (1S) 25,3 (135) 21,15 (12)
33,%. (13) 17.7% (11) 19.3% (11)
3.5% ( 4) 30.%5 (19) 22.% (17)
2,1% (1) 8.55 ( 4) 3.5% ( 5)
9%.,9% (47) 9%.%. (62) 100.,1% (57)

P B8 Nn,s,




Table 2

BIVARIATE AMALYSIS OF OCCUPATIONM

VZRSUS STU2SHT'S POTZEKHTIAL FOR MO3JILIZATION

Potential for iiobilization

Active
Siudents

21,00

37.%.

21.0.

9.7

(13)

(23)

(13)

(1)

(1)

Hyseractive

Students
31.55 (13)
22,3 (17)
24,55 (12)
7.0% ( 4)
7.05 ( 4)
0.0% ( 0)

0.0: ( 0)

Passive

Occunation Siudents
Higher executive 27.7% (13)
edium e:tecutive 17.06 ( 3)
Adnin, »ersonnel 23,4% (11)
Clerical 17.C. ( 3)
Skilled manual 12,8% ( 6)
Semi-skille< manual 2,1% (1)
Unskilled 0.0% ( 0)
100.0% (47)

%2 = 11,5 D = n,s,

gamma = -,157

100.1 (52)

100.C. (57)




Table 3

BIVARIATZ ANALYSIS OF :DUCATION
VILUS CTUDEWT'S POTZMTIAL FOR MOBILI_ATION

Potential for Fobilization

Passive Active Hyneractive

Education Students Students Stu ents
Professional 17.0%% ( 3) 12.4. (12) 21.%. (12)
Four-year college 14,% ( 7) 17.7% (11) 31.5. (18)
One-three yr college 21.3% (10) 24,25 (15) 17.5% (10)
High school gra:iuate 27,7% (13) 25,3 (16) 19.2% (11)
10 - 11 years school 6.2 ( 3) 6.5% ( 4) 5.%5 ( 3)
7 - 2 years school 10,85 ( 5) 3.5% ( 4) 5.3 { 3)
Under 7 years school 2,1% ( 1) 0.0% ( 0) 0.05 { 0)
100,05 (47) 100,10 (52) 100.1% {57)

x> = 9,31 o5 =n.s.
gamma = -,173




Ethnic Backgsound

BIVARIATE ANALYSIS CF ETHNICITY
VERSUS STUDENT' PCIZNTIAL FCR piOBILIZATION

Great Britain
Norxr thern Europe
Germany, France
Eastern Europe
Southern Europe
Blacks

Arabs

Asians

%2 = 22,08
gemrma = ,222

Potential for Mcbilization

Passive Active Hyperactive
Studenis Siudents Students
44,75 (21) 32,2% (20) 26.3% (15)

2.1% ( 1) 3.2% ( 2) 3.5% ( 2)
25.5% (12) 21.0% (13) 10.5% ( 6)
12.8% ( o) 32.2% (20) 45.6% (26)
6.4% ( 32) 9.7% ( 6) 8.3% ( S)
6.4% ( 3) 0.0% ( 0) 3.5% ( 2)
0.0% ( 0) 1.66 ( 1) 0.0% ( 0)
2,1% ( 1) 0.0% ( 0) 1.3% ( 1)
100.0% (47) 100,1% (62) 100.0% (57)
p< .10 .05




VERSUS STUDENT'S POTE!TIAL FOR MOBILIZATION

Family Religion

Table S

BIVARZATE ANALYSIS 07 RELIGION

Protestant
Catholi:

Jewish

Other Religions

Agnostic, Atheist

x2 = 19,72
gamma = ,238

Potential for robilization

Passive Active Hyperactive
Students Stadents Students
40.,4% (19) 33,9% (21) 22,8% (13)
40.4% (19) 30.7% (19) 31.5% (18)
8.5% ( 4) 33.% (21) 42,1% (24)
8,5% ( 4) 1.6% ( 1) 1.8 ( 1)
2,1% ( 1) 0.0% ( 0) 1.8% ( 1)
©€3,5% (47) 100.1% (62) 100.1% (57)

p(.02) .01




Table 6

SOCIOECONOMIC-RTHNIC STATUS INCONSISTENCY
VERSUS LEVELS OF MOLILIZATION

(Ethnicity vs. Occupation)

Type of Status Configuration

e

Levels of Low/High Status Status High/Low Status
Mobilization Inconsicstients Consistents Inconsistents
Hyperactive 49.1% (27) 30.9% (29) 5.9% ( 1)
Active 40.0% (22) 34.0% (32) 47.1% ( 8)
Passive 10.9% ( 6) 35.1% (33) 47.1% ( 8)
100.0% (55) 100.0% (94) 100.1% (17)
2

X" = 22,14 p¢ .0C1
gamma = ,4599




Levels of
Mobilization

Hyperactive

Active

Passive

x° = 20.5¢
garra = ,4330

Table 7

SOCIOECONOMIC-ETHNIC STATUS INCONSISTENCY
VERSUS LEVELS CF MOBILIZATION

(Religion vs. Occupation)

Type of Status Configuration

Low/High Status Status High/Low Status
Inccnsistents Consistents Inconsistents
45.3% (19) 35.2% (37) 5.0% ( 1)
43.9% (18) 33.3% (35) 45.0% ( ¢)
9.8% ( 4) 31.4% (33) 50.0% (10)
100.0% (41) ¢c.¢% (105) 10.0% (20)
p{ .001



Table 8

SOCIOECONOMIC-ETHNIC STATUS INCONSISTENCY
VERSUS LEVSLS OF MOBILIZATION

(Ethnicity v:. Education)

Type of Status Confiquration

Levels of Low/Hiqgh Status Status Hiqh/LoW Status
Mobilization Inccnsistents Cryvey,tonts Inconsistents
Hyperactive 53.9% (21) 32.3.% (32) 14.3% ( 4) |
Active 33.3% (13) 3¢.4% (39) 35.7% (10)
Passive 2.8% ( 5) 28.3% (28) 50.0% (14)
100.0% (39) 100.0% (99) 100.0% (28)
2

X° = 20.21 pd.001
aarma = ,4470




Level of
Mobilization

Hyperactive
Active
~assive

X% = 17.38

Table ¢

SOCIOECONOMIC-ETHNIC STATUS INCOMSISTENCY
VERSUS LEVELS OF MOLILIZATION

(Religion vs. Educztion)

Type of Status Configquration

Low/Hiah Status Status High/Low Status
In-rusistents Consistents Inconsistents
50.0% (14) 36.5% (38) 14.7% ( 5)
3¢.3% (11) 36.5% (38) 3e.2% (13)
10.7% ( 3) 26.9% (28) 47.13% (16)

100.07% (28) 02.9% (104) 100.0% (34)

p<.01>.001

gamma = ,4172




Level of
Mobilization

Hyperactive

Active

Passive

x? = 14.3¢
garma = ,1¢85

Table 10

SOCIOECONOMIC-ETHNIC STATUS INCONSISTENCY
ViIRSUS LEVELS OF MOBILIZATION

(Ethnicity vs. Income)

Type of Status Configuration

Low/High Status Status High/Low Status
{n~cnsistents Consistents Inconsistents
43.5% (17) 38.4% (33) 17.1% ( 7)
3e.5% (15) 36.0% (31) 39.0% (16)
18.0% ( 7) 25.6% (22) 43.¢% (18)

100.1% (3¢) 100.0% (86) 100.0% (41)

p< .01 >.001



Table 11

SOCIOZCONOR IC-STHNIC STATUS INCONSISTENCY
VZRSU3S LEVELS OF MOBILIZATION

(Religion vs. Income)

Type of Status Configuration

Level of Low/Hich Status Status High/Low Status

Mot:ilization Iac~nsistents Consistents Inconsistents
Hyperactive 46.4% (13) 36.3% (33) 23.4% (11)
Active 46. 4% (13) 33.0% (30) 40.4% (19)
Passive 7.1% ( 2) 30.8% (28) 36.2% (17)
99.9% (28) 100.1% (91) 100.0% (47)

2

X© = 12.6¢ pP>.02<.01
gamma = ,2€03




FOOTNOTES

*
The data analysis for this paper was achieved through a orant
from the Computer Science Center, The University of Maryland.

IThe stuzent movement refers to a large aroup of people, most of
them under thirty, who are currently stu‘ents or who idenritify themselves
with the conceont of a university community and see it as a leqgitimrate focus
for societal change. Thus the movement includes not only matriculated students
but former students and persons who find the uriversity milieu most congenial.
sary B. Aeaver, "Introduction," The University and Revolution, Gary B. vVeaver

and James H. deaver (eds.), Englewood Clifis, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
196¢, pp. 1.

2The recults were even higher for students' potential towards
participation in crder to express disapproval of govermment policy. Jor
evample: in 1965, 74.8% indicaied that they would sign a petition, but in
1970 it had risen to €1.6%. In 1956, 5.4% indicated that they would allow
therseives to be arrested while dewcnstrating, however, in 1970 it had
risen to 13.0%. GStudents indicating that they would engage in violent
protests had changed fror 1.1% in 1965 to 4.5% in 1S70. Even more startling
was the resvlt that 0.57% of the students in 1656 indicated that they would
sacrifice their own life in order to express Aisawproval but in 1S70 this
has risen to 1.7% (in fact in 1¢70, 0.4% had indicated that they had actually
atternted to give their life in protest). See Tables 3 and 4 (“ruschke, 1¢71:
11-12)

3Those interested in the develorment of this field should see:
Blalock (1965, 1967); S5eschwender (1S54, 1$67,1S68); Soffman (1$57); Jackson
(1962, 1¢65); "2lly and Chambliss (1965); "engle (1956); Lenski (1S54, 1955,
164, 167); Mitchell (1S64); Rush (1967); Segal (1967, 1569); Segal and
“noke (1968, 1€5C); Smith (19%S); Treiman (1$63); and Jiley (1967).

45mi th (1¢6S) found exception to this generalization, for he
found that inconsistencies among occupational, 2ducational and income
statuses (achieved statuses) did producz De2mocratic preference among persons
aged under 45, However, the significance was extremely slight.

5See Table 1 "Comparison of Veteran and Non-Veteran Cadre and
Student Cross-Section on Selected Variables Relevant to Student Activism"
no. 59,

The ethnic background was categorized into eight geographic areas:
Britain - England, Scotland, Ireland and Jales; Northern Europe - Scandinavia,
Holland, Belgiuwr and Switzerland; Sermany and France; Eastern Eurone - Russia,



Poland, Bulgaria, Hungary, and other Slavic countries; Southern Eurome -~ Italy
Greece, Spain, Portugal; American Elacls, African, West Indies; Ara's -
Egypt, Israel, Jorden, Lcbznon; and Acia - Japan, Korea, and Nationalist China

7There were threce other possible typologies of student mobilization:
Clark Xerr, "Studeat Dissent and Confroniation Politics," Protest: Student
Activisnm 1n Amexrica, Julian Foster and Durward Long (eds.), New York:
Williawm uorrow & Co,, 1970, pp. 3-~10; Ke:n2th Keniston, "The Sources of
Student Dissent," Journal of Socinl Tssues, 72(1967) £f., 5; and Durward Long
and Julian Fostar, TiiLevels of Protest," Prolcst: Student Activism in America,

Julian Foster and Durward Long (eds.), New York: Villiam .;orrow & Co.,
1970, pp. 89~105. However, as thev were so very difficult to operationally
utilize, it became necescary to devise one.,
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